NEW YORK UNIVERSITY-BELLEVUE MEDICAL CENTER

NEW YORK UNIVERSITY COLLEGE OF MEDICINE
477 FIRST AVENUE, NEW YORK 16, N.Y.

DEPARTMENT OF PHARMACOLOGY OREGON 9-3200

August 19, 1954

Dr. Joshua Lederberg
Marine Biclogical Laboratory
Woods Hote, Mass,

Dear Joshua:

Enclosed is a copy of the famous letter for your signature,
together with Harry Eagle's reply to my inquiry., I have taken
the liberty of accepting his suggestion and deleting our fifth
paragraph. If you would like to handle this paragraph in any
other way don't hesitate to let me know; Beate says she won't
nind typing it once more,

I'm sorry Hagle didn't send us a copy of his letter, but in

its absence I would assume that our letter contains material
that Eagle had not covered, and that would still be worth
calling to the Editor's attention, Besides, it would be a
sheme to discard all the man-hours thet went into this creation!

I'm allczggf%ﬁglwith such nasty jobs as packing the lab and
finishing the review; how I wish I could still be at Woods Hole.

Best regards to Zsther,
Sincerely,
‘C} .
Bernard D, Davis
P.S.
Please let me know when you have sent this off as I would then

like to send copies to €urt Stern, Ubell, and a couple of other
people.



The =ditor
The New York Timss
New York 38, N. Y.

Doar Sir

The problem of infomming the publie on scientific mstters is =s importznt ‘Yo
sclentists es to newamen; but regrettsbly these twe groups have not always
scehieved mitual coniidence. e wmouid liwe to cu'l to vour oitention an artiele
that illusirates one source of the difficulty. This article, wiieh appesred
in The New York Times of June 10, 1954, desc-ibed o s mposimn ot Muteers
University whioh the writers attended,

The article bezan: "3tronz evidence or the imheritance of scquired cherccieristics
was reported here today." < ftor this farereachins sistement, it “hen refsived

to the paper of Jr. Earry iecle on drug resistance in deeteria, vhet lr. Jurle
actuelly stated was the [ollowing: 1} uo.e hes been irrelutableo ovidence that

in meny ecasse drug rosistence arises by spontancous mutabion. 2) Theve has

so far been nc elear-cut case of inherited "leswing” of drug rasistance

(i.0., lnheritance of an scyuire: claracierisitic), soms indicati.ns frun his

own previous experiments being conceded to be indecisive, 3) However, cxreri-
mentg in progress may stiil leeda t0 pubstantiation of the "lesmuing”
in a fsv examules of drug resistance that have net yet boen fully clariiied,

Yerad

This is scarcely "atrong evidence for tihe inheritancs ¢ acguired charncturisties.®

In & second error gtudics with redioeciive antibioties on unrelated, bvilocheminnl
aspects of Jdrug recisieunce wese incorrecily linked by your re.orier to toe
genatie contioversy.

The exaggeration of ur. _azle's claim then led the reporter to & len thy
siscuscion of "the ussiasn conecept of geneties™ and the "obgervation™ that
".estem sclentists wele in the anomelous »osition of heving $o hold fiet the
~qcsian eoncept is wrong although sxzperimental evidencs scens to surgest that
it is ri-ut."

we are particularly disturbed tha: thls "obassrvation® was incorresetly attiibhuted,
by inferencoe, to Or. .agle. .urtheiuwore, we are conceirmned by the statement
itself, which seriocusly quustions the intellectusl fre:dom of fmeriesn sclentista
by implying thet an official gonetiec “ocirine exists here ns well as in Sussia,
while we, t0o, are wo.ried about the incressing prsssu =s on intellsciuel
freedonm hers, and welcome the Timee' concern for it, this odlifo ial inliciment
seams Tar too grave to be presented so ii-hil- in & nows report.



In sadition, in our view the "dilerma [for scientists™ implied in your repcrter's
statement (and featured in the headline) would nct be resl even if excepticnal
cases8 of inheritance of acquired characieristics we:e to be proved. Hodemn
genetics does not exclude the possibvility of such deviations from the fundamental
pattern of Mendellian inheritance. In contrast, the official Tussian doctrine
does more than stress the inheritence of acquired characteristics; it totally
rejects modern genetic theory and largely ignores the innumeratle verifiable
experiments on which this theory is based.

we appreclate the need to add background materialgin mokin- an erfective

news report out of a scientific contribution, Ne¥ertheless, it seems sclfw
evident that the material added by the reporter shouid be clearly distincuished
from thet provided by the scientist; and the scientist®s stmstement should not
be distorted for purposes of relating it to issues of wide popular interest.

We are sure you agrce that despite the special problems of science news
reporting this newspaper department should adhere tc the same standards of
accuracy as the cthers. ue would welcoms your commenss on how the diffiecultics

illustrated by the precent case might be avoided.

Yours since:ely,

Bernard D. Davis, M.D, Joshua Lederberg, FhloD.

Chairman, Dept. of Fharmacology Frofessor of Gonetics

New York University College University of “isconsin
of Medicine

P.S,
Dr. Bagle has seen a copy of this letter and veriried cur swirary of Lis staioments.

ee: R. k. Plumb



